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Bulletin Matters 


One of the functions of this section of the Discussion Bulletin 
has become that of apologizing for putting my foot into it as 
non-editor of the DB. First a new case: DBI5 Editorial Matters 
contains references to anti-state capitalist periodicals and 
anti-state capitalist revolutionaries. Wahtever readers might infer 
from those references, I want to state that the DB does not hold that 
to be a "third force" socialist one must believe that the USSR and its 
empire have state capitalist economic systems. 


Z 


Secondly, the DB, as final arbiter in all disputes it manages to 
embroil itself in, hereby declares the Rossi/WSA matter at an end with 
both sides retaining their honor and integrity. As Comrade Rossi 
pointed out recently, his letter was not written as a brief against 
the WSA nor for publication, and further, well meaning people can 
interpret the events surrounding his separation from the WSA 
differently. 


Thirdly, the statement in Editorial Matters (DB15), "The DB is 
not meant to serve as an arena for airing the internal disputes of 
organizations in our political sector," needs clarification. A 
correspondent asked how J could square this statement with the 
publication of Comrade Perry's and my series on the SLP. Since then I 
have been racking my brain for some kind of sleazy rationale, but 
without success. I can say only that the DB is unwilling to publish 
allegations about an organization's internal policies unless they are 
substantiated, and even then we would prefer not to. It seems to me 
that the series on the SLP had a historical/analytical purpose and 
style that removed it from the category described above. -~- But I 
realize that this won't satisfy everyone. 


All this raises the question of just what should be published. 
P.O. Box 1564 receives quite a bit of mail addressed to me which is 
clearly intended for publication although the writers frequently don't 
specify that fact. In the past I have just used my judgement. 
Although I have never received any complaints, I may very well not 
have published things that writers did want in the DB It would help 
a lot here if correspondents would use an appropriate salutation like 
"Dear Comrades" or “ Fellow Workers" 


We are happy to report that paid subscriptions have reached an 
all-time high. Anyone receiving an occasional copy and wishing to get 
every issue can subscribe for six issues at the ridiculously low price 
of $3. Again we solicit your letters and articles. Please type them 
single spaced with a dark ribbon and with narrow margins. We will be 
pasting up DB17 during the third week in April. 


Frank Girard 
for the DB Committee 


THE 
DE LEONIST SOCIETY 
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(No subscription price given) 


Dear Com. Girard: 


I am responding to your letter contained within the 
Discussion Bulletin #15, December 1985. 


My main criticism of the seven points given by you te 
identify "your socialism" (referred to by you as “our 
socialism") are the omissions and not necessarily the 
actual content, the corollaries notwithstanding, For 
example, the 7 points would not be acceptable in them- 
selves to the SLP unless they received the additions 
that we have previously discussed as being part of the 
political philosophy of the SLP. And such additions, in 
my opinion, would negate and contradict the 7 tenets 
that you have laid out. If therefore you hold fast to 
these 7 tenets and, respectfully, do not waffle on the 
corollaries, you and the SLP would be at fundamental 
variance, 


Because we are dealing in a social science, and because 
of the misinterpretations that historically have been 
performed by a multitude of sources, it is nevertheless 
necessary to clarify and correct (from our standpoint) 
some of your statements contained within the 7 points. 


Re: #1. You refer to "the means of production...” This 
should read "the means of production and distribution." 


Re: #2. You refer to "the political state." It would be 
preferable to just say that the state will be non-existent 
within socialism. Inserting the word "political" might 
infer that another type of "state" would exist. 


Re: #3. I disagree with this statement. Most certainly, 
with the establishment of socialism the international 
World Socialist Parties would be disbanded as they would 
have no function to perform once their objective had been 
achieved. But socialism would be the quintessence of 
democracy; and therefore a socialist society, for example, 
would not forbid or prevent the existence of organizations 
that were in opposition to socialism. If, perchance, there 
were groups that favored the elimination of socialism 

and a return to capitalism they would be allowed to 
propagate their views. Alternatively, who knows, some 
might envisage another society as distinct from either 
capitalism or socialism. Democratic principles would 
necessitate, and make mandatory, tolerance. 


Re: #6. Capitalism also produces "things for use.” In 
addition, of course, these things under capitalism are 
produced primarily for profit as well as for use. In 
socialism goods and services will be produced and dis~ 
tributed solely for use. The operative word is "solely." 


Regarding Corollary "A": Simply put, within socialism 

it will be the prerogative of the existing population 

at that time to organize the production and distribution 
of goods and services according to the wishes of the 
majority. It is irrelevant, politically presumptuous, 
and impractical to attempt to impose specifics on a 
society of the future. However, of course, this does not 
preclude us from defining socialism as we understand it 
together with its implications. Blue prints of any kind 
are, from a practical standpoint, a waste of time. Future 
organizational speculations can and should only be con- 
templated upon a broad and conjectural perspective. 


Regarding Corollaries "B" and "C": The "limitations" 

that I refer to are "limitations" that are applicable to 
any society of the future when one recognizes that at any 
particular time, in any particular society, productive 
capabilities and resources must obviously have a finite 
factor. "Infinity" can be applicable to the universe but 
"limitations" will always surely be acknowledged here on 
earth. I was trying to convey this impression only. But 
from a practical standpoint the potential of the produc- 
tive resources that exist today can easily satisfy the 
reasonable demands of a socialist population that will 
have automatically released multi-millions from occupations 
in capitalism that will be non-existent within socialism. 
As I have stated previously, the labor vouchers envisaged 
by Marx in the 19th century have no relevance today. 


Even during past decades automobile factories have been 
able to turn out cars at the rate of one per minute, whilst 
the Kaiser shipyards during World War 11 were producing 
ships at the rate of one in seven days. 


Under capitalism one of the major problems is over=produc- 
tion in the effective market place. We take the position, 
justifiably because supporting facts and statistics are 
available, that the problems of technologically producing 

a sufficiency for the world's population has already been 
resolved. Once the majority of the working class understand 
and desire socialism then socialism, as we envisage it, 
becomes immediately practical. The so-called backward coun= 
tries will simultaneously become part and parcel of a 
unified socialist world that will have the capacity, 
potential and desire to satisfy the reasonable needs 

of its population without delay. We do not underesti~ 

mate the ingenuity and capability of a worldwide soce+ 
ialist community. Look what the workers have achieved 

(for their masters primarily) under capitalism. How 

much more, both in quantity and quality, will they be 

able to accomplish when once they are released from 

their bondage,‘ 


Although "administration" can have an economic base in 
capitalism, when this term is used to describe the de~ 
mocratic administrations within socialism the expresse 
ion is obviously describing a different function, Bread 
and butter function as commodities under capitalism but 
they will only appear as food to eat in socialism, 


Regarding my assertion that "the SLP even described the 
National Executive Committee of the Party as the govern- 
ment of the future", this information was obtained by me 
from the July/August 1948 publication of The Western 
Socialist, The author was Harmo, I contacted him on his 
article and he replied to me in part as follows ina 
letter dated October 20, 1985: 

"I will admit that it is conceivable that I erred 
in my interpretation of the sentence...es On close 
scrutiny, I note that in the 1948 article I did 
not spell out the point that the 'N.E.C.' being 
the N.E.C. of the S.L.P. rather than the N.E.C, 
of the W.I.I.U. (The SLP's short-lived Industrial 
Union) escsee” 


As for myself, I apologize for an incorrect assertion and 
I accept your statement that the S.L.P.'s position is that 
it would disband the party after the revolution, However, 
after reviewing the Visualized Graph on page 11 of DB #15, 
I notice right at the top of the page the term National 
Executive Council in bold type and circled. And right at 
the bottom of the page, in very small type, the term 
National Executive Committee, Socialist Labor Party 

(this refers to the Copyright, 1935 - my comment). The 
two expressions National Executive Council and National 
Executive Committee are quite similar and possibly could 
give rise to a misinterpretation. 


It is precisely because as you say there are those who 

",e. have a gut hostility to the word 'socialism'..." 

that it is imperative that the "implications and nuances" 
to which you refer and to which I object, be either correc# 


ted or clarified. 


At this juncture I would like to respond in part to Edward 
Wizek's contribution "Socialist Industrial Unions" And 
Internationalism. We take the position that a substantial 
majority of the international working class must under- 
stand and desire socialism before it can be established. 
This requires that the World Socialist Parties become 

(1) instrumental in this edueationai process, and (2) 
sends its appointed representatives to the Parliaments 
and Congresses throughout the world with a mandate for 
socialism, to eventually gain a majority in the various 
seats of power. I attach hereto a copy of the Object 

and Declaration Of Principles of the World Socialist 
Movement that I support which is self~explanatory and 


should answer some of Ed Wizek's. other questions also» 
Should this still prove insuffijent I have written two 
books on the subject + World Without Wages (Money, 
Poverty & War/) and The Futility of Reformism. Notwith~ 
standing Ed's belabored and repeated reference to me 

as "Mr. Leight", I will attempt to emulate the good 
Lord Jesus, turn the other cheek, and offer to mail him 
both books as a gift, if I hear from him accordingly. 


Incidentally, my above irreverence to "the good Lord" 
touches on yet another fundamental difference that we 
have with the SLP. Religion should not be considered as 

a private matter left to the discretion of the individual. 
It is a social matter based upon an unscientific premise 
that helps to confuse the working class, compounding their 
miseries, and detracting them from a true wnderstanding 
of the nature of things. 


Finally, the position that we take is only "exclusive" 

and "superior" in the sense that we claim it to be correct 
and in accord with reality.The ideas that we have discussed 
do not reflect "minor doctrinal differenees." Examine the 
attached Object and Principles in depth and perhaps you 
will recognize some of these basic disagreements. However, 
should this not be the case and you find yourself in accord, 
the next step to take would appear obvious. 


With best wishes, 
Samnfael Letgnt! | * — 


Comrade Bulleteers: 


The articles submitted: by Keith Sorel were interesting but I find one 
section of "Have You Checked Your Labels Lately" rather disturbing. I 
refer to the assertion that "the ruling elite throughout the world are 
driven by the dynamics of global competition (as well as greed) to get the 
most out of their labor forces, to substitute machines where possible, and 
to get people to act like machines when this is unfeasible”. Now, I'm 
certainly not in favor of dehumanizing people and making them act like 
machines, but what in the world is wrong with getting the most out of our 
labor? It seems to me that the increase in workers' productivity can only 
serve to make some form of socialism more probable, since it will become 
increasingly obvious that there really is enough for all being produced 
and that the money and wage games are unnecessary rubbish. Indeed, would 
not the ideal socialist world be one in which machines did all the work and 
people only had to pick and take the good which they wanted? To wrest 
control of the machines from the current power structure, to automate in 
a liberating rather than a dehumanizing way, will be difficult, but, I 
think, necessary tasks. 


Freely, 
Mike Gunderloy, 41 Lawrence St., Medford, MA 02155 


“NS 


Neo-Utopianism as a Flisht from Responsibility 


Early socialists inherited the eighteenth and nineteenth century quest for man's 

true nature". The bourgeoisie of the time maintained that laissez-faire capi- 
talism was the natural order ordained by God. Utopian communes reflected the be- 
lief that merely retreating from bourgeois corruption would allow people to regain 
their essential virtue. Despite his polemics against utopian thought, Karl Marx 
was not entirely free from the same world view. His famous dictum, "From each ac- 
cording to his ability, to each according to his needs," naively accepts man's 
"natural goodness" rather than making any attempt to tackle the complexities of 
building a socialist society. 


When Daniel DeLeon clarified the socialist structure which “Marx had left vague, 
his portrayal of the "natural" social order had a different twist. Rather than 
explaining socialist industrial unionism as a route for human liberation or even 
(less modestly) as the best route known at that time, DeLeon defined his schema as 
the path of socialist reconstruction. This was a reasonable pretension on Deleon's 
part, since, in 1905, his was the best formulation. But, this outlook became a 
roadblock to theoretical progress after his death and deification. “Worshippers of 
DeLeon mummified his theory and treated any attempt to incorporate world events 
since 1916 as sacrileze. 


Too often, socialists of today continue to ignore earth-shattering attempts of the 
working class to establish a society without domination. Without anv concern for 
the actual experiences and traumas of a class in struggle, they devise schemas of 
socialist society purely according to what seems nice in their own minds. Conse- 
quently, they depict socialism as a society where the "absolute good" will be 
reached instantaneously. Of course, a millenial paradise without conflict or dis- 
agreement is utterly unattainable. This neo-utopian vision retains the nineteenth 
century belief that all human vices are caused by capitalism, and, therefore, true 
human goodness will emerge as Athena from the head of Zeus the moment that the 
working class strikes down the bourgeoisie. 


One of the great advances of twentieth century sciences is the understanding that 
there is no such thing as a "natural" human state. Socialists who comprehend 

this realize that post-capitalist society will develop many alternatives to class 
relationships. The destruction of exploitation will unleash a flood of human cre- 
ativity that will result in countless patterns of social relationships. But, they 
will have one thing in common: all will retain horrifying memories of capitalist 
brutality. Ingrained habits will take years, if not generations, to fully over- 
come. Early socialist society will have to struggle with vestiges of domination 
if we want to ensure that the social relationships which become most prevalent are 
those which are truly non-exploitative. 


Samuel Leight's article in DISCUSSION BULLETIN No. 14 (October, 1985, pp. 10-13) 
is like many others which fail to deal with the complexities of creating social- 
ism. However, it is a good article to critique because it succeeds in making its 
arguments concisely and coherently. The author insists that socialist society 
(1) must immediately abolish labor vouchers as well as money, (2) cannot have 
unions because classes will immediately cease to exist, (3) must occur in every 
advanced country simultaneously, and, (4) cannot have leaders because every person 
will immediately know everything worth knowing. A couple of points seem to be 
left out. One is that there would be no such thing as labor discipline because 
every adult would freely devote her or his time to human society immediately upon 
the destruction of capitalism. Second is the argument that we should never men~ 
tion the need to organize militias to defend socialism because we "don't know" if 
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the capitalists will be violent and, therefore, we shouldn't "turn people off" bv 
preparing for the unknown. If these two points were incorporated, we would have a 
tightly reasoned neo-utopian flisht from responsibility. 


The reality from which neo-utopian thought flees so fervidly is the repeated at- 
tempts of the working class to abolish class exploitation. Thev include: the 
Paris Commune of 1871; the Russian soviets of 1905 and factory committees of 1917 
-1918; the Seattle General Strike of 1919: the occupations of workers in Turin, 
Italy of 1919 and 1920; the German Spartacus Rebellion; the collectives of the 
Spanish Civil War; the Hungarian Revolution of 1956; the Chilean tomas and cor- 
dones industriales of 1970-1973; and, most recently, of Polish Solidarnosc. These 
movements provide some generalizations which any serious theory of socialism must 
address: there is never an identical revolutionary consciousness in all advanced 
countries at the same time; the ruling class always savagely counterattacks until 
it destroys the revolutionary upsurge; it is never possibie to immediately abolish 
a labor voucher or accounting system because there are always some who don't pull 
their weight or attempt to consume more than their share; and, there are always 
some individuals with more knowledge and experience, which is essential for the 
oppressed to use if they are to have even the remotest chance of winning. 


That every previous attempt by the working class to abolish exploitation has been 
plagued by overpowering weaknesses is obvious, since they would have won otherwise. 
When we study their weaknesses, it should not be for the purpose of finding ex- 
cuses for dismissing their heroic struggles - rather, we should aim to overcome 
those weaknesses and make their dream a reality. Given the fact that revolution-— 
ary outbreaks occur in isolation or in a few countries at a time, claiming that 
revolution must occur in every advanced country simultaneously if it is to be so- 
cialist is exactly the same thing as saying that socialism is impossible. There 

is a real issue which needs answering: What is a working class to do if it finds 
itself isolated after seizing factories in 1917 Russia, having tomas in 1971 Chile, 
or creating a Polish Solidarnosc? 


Given the fact that, whenever the working class seizes the means of production, 
the ruling class viciously attacks, to advise that we'll have to "wait and see" if 
the U.S. bourgeoisie will be violent is tantamount to disarming the American mass-— 
es and preparing them for slaughter. The issue which needs answering is how the 
working class can organize a defense strong enough to defeat the bourgeoisie with- 
out laying the foundation for a "militarized socialism". 


The self-organization of Spanish collectives during 1936-1939 has a lot to teach 
those who imagine that it's possible (or necessary) to immediately dispense with 
money or labor vouchers while laying the foundations for non-exploitative social 
relationships. Socialists should waste less time "calling for" the destruction of 
vouchers and spend some time studying the strengths and weaknesses of the various 
alternative distribution systems set up by Spanish workers in their attempt to 
create the material basis for the permanent abolition of money. 


One of the most Pollyannish of socialist/anarchist fantasies is the faith that 
everyone wiil perform their share of social labor without any control mechanism to 
ensure cooperation. If this dreamboat will sail anywhere in the world, it will not 
be in America, where the division of labor we inherit from capitalism leaves us 
with the most alienating tasks imaginable, where the proletariat typically sees 
work as something to escape from rather than collectively control, and, where there 
is an epidemic of sociopaths whose primary occupation is manipulating systems to 
get something for nothing. The Bolsheviks stooped to one-man management precisely 
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because they had never imagined the problems of labor discipline in a worker-run 
economy and had no idea of how to deal with falling productivity in a 
non-authoritarian way. Those who refuse to consider how workers can collectively 
discipline their own labor because thev suffer the illusion that all discipline 
is class-based should consider the following: IN ANY ADVANCED TECHNOLOGICAL SOCI- 
ETY, THOSE WHO DO NOT DEVELOP METHODS OF COLLECTIVELY DISCIPLINING THEMSELVES ARE 
DOOMED TO BE DISCIPLINED BY OTHERS. 


Perhaps the oddest of neo-utopian reasoning is the logic that, since leadershino 
evolves into bureaucracies, therefore, there should not be anv socialist "leaders”. 
The peculiarity of this belief is that, by writing it in an article, one is exer- 
cising a talent that most workers do not have, and is thereby taking the role of a 
leader. If those who write articles against leaders spent their time helping oth- 
ers to develop various skills (such as writing) and insisted that their comrades 
did the same, they would be laying the foundation for the self-negation of leader- 
ship. The only way that leadership can ever be abolished is by transforming it 
into its opposite as we universalize it. A society where no one had any more 
leadership initiative than anyone else would be so excruciatingly boring that the 
only virtue of such an idea is its utter impossibility. In contrast, a society 
where everyone is interdependent on everyone else's special talents is possible, 
realistic, and intrinsically interesting. Denouncing the wickedness of leadership 
is a destructive attempt to escape the responsibility of fullv using one's talents 
to create socialism. 


The "leadership" of Marx and DeLeon was able to contribute so much to our under- 
standing of human liberation because their theories were based upon the assumption 
that revolutionaries would be actively involved in the great movements of their 
day. Any "rules" they put forth were guidelines for action, not apologies for do- 
nothingism. In particular, their arguments for not getting involved in a particu- 
lar organization had an underlying assumption that there were other movements that 
would be more worthy of people's time. 


DeLeon's greatest contribution was in showing how the organization of a future so- 
cialist society could grow out of labor struggles occurring at that time. DeLeon 
did not say that socialist organization of 1905 should be based on struggles of the 
1840s. Many contemporary "DeLeonists" are unable to grasp the significance of this 
as they demand that socialist organization of the 1980s reflect the struggles of 

the 1910s. Current conceptualizations of socialist reconstruction desperately need 
to incorporate the ups and down of the working class movement of the last century - 
and not be frozen at one historic period. Trying to impose an organizational schema 
which leaves out the contemporary struggles of the working class is a form of "top 
down" domination which is at least as elitist as Leninism. 


Since common sense requires any serious theory of socialist organization to include 
the most recent social developments, one wonders why seemingly intelligent people 
so persistently make excuses for ignoring the real world. The reason behind neo- 
utopian thought is disturbingly clear: by claiming that a totally unreachable goal 
is the only cause worthy of support, the neo-utopian absolves her/himself of re- 
sponsibility for defending or participating in anything. Those of us who enthusi- 
astically support imperfect struggles have the difficulty of proposing real solu- 
tions that some part of the working class might actually listen to. Meanwhile, the 
neo-utopian comfortably sinks into an armchair and dismisses the movement because 
it does not fit into some prefabricated mold. As Leight (p. 12) proclaims, any 
movement which committed the crime of using labor vouchers "...would not qualify... 
as a socialist one, and we would oppose it." 
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Such actions show that neo-utopianism lacks the most fundamental requirement for 
socialist consciousness: a sensitivity to the suffering of the masses which is the 
basis for solidarity with their struggles. Revolutionaries such as Marx and DeLeon 
often applauded movements whose tragic errors they criticized. Sadly, abstention- 
ists of today lean back in the air-conditioned luxury of America, observe with 
disinterest that other people's blood is being spilt, and flee from responsibility 
for dealing with real problems. 


Don Fitz 


Dear Comrades, 


I have been following with interest the discussion 
sparked off by Sam Leight's comments on your leaflet "What Is 
Socialism" and would like to offer some comments of my own. 


I think that the best definition that can be given of 
socialism is: a system of society based on the common ownership and 
democratic control of the means of production by and in the interest 
of the whole people. This framework definition implies a number of 
important corollaries: 


1. Socialism will be a classless society. This is a consequence of 
common ownership since, if the means of production belong in common 


to all, this means that no section of society --i.e., no social 
class-- has a privileged control over their use and that in fact 
every member of society stands on an exactly equal basis with regard 
to decisions about them. This is why definitions of socialism which 
talk about "collective ownership by the workers" or of "workers! 
control" are less adequate. They can be misleading in that the word 
"workers" is also a term used to describe one of the classes of 
capitalist society, which, just as much as the capitalist class, will 
disappear in socialism. In socialism we will cease to be "workers" in 
the sense of "members of the working class" and become simply free 
and equal men and women members of socialist society. Hence the above 
definition of socialism as being a system based on common ownership 
and democratic control by the whole people. Of course since the work 
of producing what society needs will continue in socialism those 
engaged in such activity could be called (and might well continue to 
be called, since we can't predict or dictate the evolution of 
language) "workers", but even in this case it could be misleading to 
talk of socialism as being based on common ownership and democratic 
eontrol by "the workers" --for what about those in socialist society 
who, for one reason or another (the old, physically handicapped. 
nursing mothers,those studying or simply resting,etc), will not be 
engaged in such activity? They too will be entitled to an equal say 
with everyone else as to how the means of production should be used. 
So, for the sake of clarity, let's stick to speaking about "the 

whole people" or "the community" or "society as a whole" owning and 
controlling the means of production in socialism. 


2. Socialism will be a society without a social organ of coercion, or 
State. This is because the State is a feature only of class—divided 


societies where its role is to protect the interests of the ruil? 


i) 
class and to maintain the class basis of society. In a classless 
society such a social organ of coercion ~-composed of armed forces, 
police, prisons, Courts, etc-~ will be completely redundant and will 
be abolished as soon as socialist society is established. A confusion 
can arise here because "the State" is now also associated not just 
with coercion but with certain necessary social functions too (such 
as transport, communications, education and health). What can be 
envisaged as happening after the socialist victory at the ballot box 
that will place the socialist-minded working class in control of the 
State machine is that the coercive aspects of the State will be 
lopped off, so abolishing the State as such, i.e., as a social organ 
of coercion; but the other, administrative functions of the existing 
State will be retained but adapted, in particular by being 
thoroughly democratised internally and by being made subject to full 
external democratic control, to help administer production for use. 
IT must say, since I suppose I am called upon to commit myself, that 
I am with those who feel that the word "government" is too closely 
associated with the State as a means of coercion to be employed in 
any description of socialist society. I suggest it be dropped and 
that we speak only of "administration" --"central administration", 
even "industrial administration" if you like-- but never of 
"government" with respect to socialist society. 


But can we say anything more about the administrative and decision- 
making structures of socialist society other than that they will be 
purely administrative and non-coercive and thoroughly democratic? 
Some feel that this is not enough and that we should go into more 
details. This is legitimate enough as long as we realise we are only 
describing possible future forms or even own personal preferences as 
to what these forms should be rather than laying down what they will 
or must be. Among those who want to go into details are those who 
argue that future socialist society should be organised exclusively 
on industrial lines: the unit of democracy would be the local place 
of work and the central decision-making body would be composed of 
delegates from the various industries. This is indeed a possible form, 
but it strikes me as having a number of serious drawbacks, in 
particular the exclusion of the "non-workers" I mentioned earlier 
from the decision-making process and the fact that it makes 
production the most important aspect of human social life to the 
detriment of other equally, perhaps more important aspects. Having 
said this however, it is inconceivable for me that the various work 
places and industries in socialism will not be run by democratically- 
elected and recallable delegate bodies of one sort or another. This 
must be taken for granted and in all probability will evolve, at 
least partially, out of the industrial organisations which the working 
class will have formed under capitalism. But the question is not 
whether or not such industrial delegate bodies should exist in 
socialism, but whether the administrative and decision-making structur 
of socialist society should be exclusively composed of them. We can't 
anticipate the future but I think it highly unlikely that future 
socialism will opt for this solution. It seems more likely to me that, 
beside the structure of industrial delegate bodies (concerned mainly 
with the day-to-day organisation and running of production), there 
will exist another structure, based on the local community, for 
deciding on all aspects of social life including what should be 
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produced. After all people live in local communities while they only 
work in factories; it is here that the needs to whose satisfaction 
production will be subordinated arise. This is why the local community 
is a much more likely candidate than the local work place for adoption 
as the basic democratic unit of socialist society, with the central 
decision-making body being composed of delegates from the various 
regions that groups of local communities would constitute. Of course 
we have now entered the realm of speculation or at least of personal 
preferences, but I have done so to try to show the "industrialists" 
that they go too far in proclaiming their system as the administrative 
and decision-making structure of socialism. At best it is only one 
possible such form and, in my view, arguably far from being either the 
most realistic or the most appropriate one. 


3. Socialism will involve the abolition of the wages system. This too 
follows from its classless nature for what does the existence of the 


wages system reflect but the existence in society of one class ina 
position to buy the working abilities of other human beings and of 
another class obliged to sell its ability to work for money in order 
to live? The wages system thus automatically disappears along with 
the division of society intc employers and employees and indeed with 
the whole concept of employment (and unemployment). With voluntary 
agreeable work even the distinction between "work" and "leisure" will 
begin to become meaningless. 


4. Socialism will be a society without money. This is because, being 
based on common ownership, whatever is produced in it will also be 


commonly owned as soon as it is produced and so can only be distributed 

not exchanged since exchange implies private ownership of products 

--which is precisely what will not exist in socialism. Obviously if 

there is no exchange there will be no need for any means of exchange 

such as money nor for all the rest of the paraphernalia of a money, 
buying and selling economy (banks, insurance, pension schemes,etc). 

All socialists must agree --otherwise they are not socialists-- that 

in socialism the exchange of products on a market will go and be 

replaced by some system of direct distribution. But what system? Pre- 
20th century socialists came up with four basic ways of directly 
distributing consumer goods in a socialist society: 

~-people are given what the central administration decides (either 
democratically or technocratically)they need. 

-~people are entitled to an equal share of what there is to be 
distributed. 

--people are issued with labour cards entitling them to withdraw from 
the stock of consumer goods set aside for consumption an amount 
proportional to the number of hours they have worked. 

--people have free access to the stock of consumer goods according to 
their own self-defined needs. 

Because Marx, in 1875 in some notes not written for publication, 

mentioned the labour card system as a possible transitional measure 

to full free access according to self-defined needs this system came 
to be widely favoured in the working class movement. Here I would 
agree with Sam Leight: the development of the forces of production 
since Marx's day (and Marx never saw a radio or an electric light let 
alone computers or nuclear energy) has made this whole concept of 
labour cards(as well as the central allocation and equal sharing 
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options) quite out-dated and obsolete:once established socialist 
society could now go over very rapidly to full free access according 
to self-defined needs. I say "very rapidly" rather than "immediately" 
because it is at least theoretically conceivable that in the very 
early days of socialism not all goods may be available in sufficient 
quantities to allow full free access to them; in which case of course 
some other system of distribution will have to be temporarily 

applied. The details of such a temporary distribution system for a 
limited number of goods that might be in short supply would have to 

be left to those faced with this possible problem to decide in the 
light of the particular situation in which they might find themselves, 
but I honestly cannot see them resorting to the labour card system as 
a way out. Imagine the bureaucracy that would be necessary to measure 
both how long each person had worked and to calculate a labour-time 
"price" for each good --such labour-time accounting would be just as 
wasteful and time-consuming as existing capitalist monetary 
accounting! Besides, as Kropotkin pointed out in the last century, the 


labour card system is based on the illusion that it is possible to 
Measure an individual worker's contribution to production. But this is 
not possible for the simple reason --noted by Marx-- that production 
today is "socialised" in the sense of being the collective effort of 
the whole workforce as a single unit and not an accumulation of 
individual efforts. In my view, should some goods be in temporary 
short supply right at the beginning of socialism, then some ad hoc 
system based on equal sharing, with allowance for special cases (such 
as pregnant women), is most likely to be adopted. Having said this, 

we are talking about a merely hypothetical situation which, if it were 
ever to come about, would only exist for at most a few years and would 
only need to be applied to some products. Most products could be made 
freely available for taking according to self-defined needs right from 
the start. And if free access is admitted to be the goal --and the 
other systems only temporary expedients to this goal-- surely it is 
this that we Socialists should be emphasising in our propaganda as the 
socialist method of distribution and not one or other of the temporary 
expedients as some have tended to do? 


5. Socialism will be a world community without frontiers. This, for the 
simple but sufficient reason that the social system which socialism 


will succeed and replace, namely capitalism, is already a world-wide 
system. The existence of a world-wide division of labour today means 
that the only socialism that can be established today is a world 
socialism. The productive potential of this world-wide productive 
apparatus is capable of providing enough to satisfy the basic material 
needs of the whole population of the world, including those in the 
so-called underdeveloped countries. Within the framework of world 
socialism (and only within this framework) a crash programme can be 
implemented with a view to eliminating world hunger, poverty, disease 
and ignorance within, say, a decade. 


If we are agreed on what socialism is then another debate opens: 
that of the best way to get there. For the moment I suggest two basic 
principles. First, that socialism cannot be brought about by 
gradually reforming capitalisn,therefore socialists should not 
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advocate or propose reforms. Second, that socialism can only come 
about democratically in the sense both of having majority support and 


of using democratic methods. 


he Revolution, 
21 rue Gambetta, TOuresr or “Uneshey 


77400 Thorigny, Adan Buick 
France, Europe. 


Dear Comrades, 


I am writing in response to a letter written by Comrade Otter. At the 
end of his letter, Comrade Otter states that article six of the WSP's 
Declaration of Princisxles can be in interpreted to mean "the WSP & its 
companion parties intend to set up a transitional working class govern~ 
ment, retaining the use (for a period) of armed forces of the nation & 
believing that these can be used for workers' self—emancipation." 


Apparently, Comrade Otter either missed or chose to ignore the fifth 
principle, which states; "That this emancivation must be the work of 

the working class itself." If you add this paragraph with paragraph 
six, it would seem obvious to me that the WSP & the companion narties 
would not be able to con, or be in. & pos&tifioess-to con a conscious social- 
ist working class into accepting a transitional state that would use 
military power to achieve the revolution. Conscious sociglist workers 
would not accept this. Notice the word conscious comrade Otter. This 
word is part of the sixth principle. 


I would now like to take the time to add a couple of quotes that come 
from the WSP and its companion party the SPGB. I feel that these quotes 
will help to clarify principle six further and that they will answer 
some of the questions that the other comrades posted in the DB. The 

first quote comes from a SPGB pamphlet entitled "Object & Declaration of 
Princivles." This quote appears on page 21 and describes the sixth prin- 
ciple. “Lastly there is the question of convefing the instruments of 
oppression into the agents of emancipation. This is quite a simple issue. 
It is necessary for a socialist working class to gain political control, 
but only for the purpose of dispossessing the capitalist class and open- 
ing the way for the community as a whole to take over the means of pro- 
duction and distribution and democratically use them for the good of all. 
The state, with its coercive machinery will be dismantled as its function 
--the custodian of private property--will have disappeared. New social 
institutions of administration based on the new social conditions will 

be democratically formed." Notice that the socialist working class dis- 
mantles the state and its coercive powerse So much for a transitional 


military state. 


The second quote comes from a WSP leaflet entitled “Our Declaration of 
Principles." In describing the sixth principle, the WSP states; "But 
how, then should the working class organize to end capitalism? Naturally, 
it must be on the political front but it must certainly be more than 
merely political. And that is why our proposition has before the word 
politically the term consciously. This is the key. The working class 
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ibs: 
must not leave the thinking to "wise leaders, political messiahs, ect." 
They must know what they are doing. Once in control of the seats of power 
a victorious socialist working class can immediately declare the end of 
class ownership and immediately convert the government a@ver peovle into 
an administration over things." 


Instead of the transitional government using military might, comrade 
Otter, the WSP and its com»anion parties make clear that the state will 
be dismantled so that it cannot possibly be used to stop the emancipation 
of the working class. I do believe that these quotes will also answer 
some of comrade Wizek's questions. 


If any anyone woukK like to study these items further, please write to; 
WSP R. Foland 

PoO~6 BOxd5 or to; 974 Four idile Rd. Ant. 2-D 
Boston, wA 92272 Grand Rapids, MI 4954 


For World socialisa, 
nig ip Aoierial 


NATION, STATE ... OR HUMAN COMMUNITY ? 


The State ( that is, the organised separa- 
tion ef men into masters and subjects of pe- 
wer ) has always depended en the notion ef 
territory, which has always correspended 
fer different expleiters to the necessity 
ef beth confining their subjects - their 
slaves - te a given territery, aid ef mar~- 
king eut space with their evertuzl enemis 
in erder te signal that at such and such a 
point all men, animals and plants beleng to 
them and ne ene else, 


The whele notion ef nationalism relies en 
myths that grew out ef the sedentariness and 
stasis ef communities in a particular area : 
myths of the homeland, myths ef the ferei- 
gener, the alien...myvths that limit and mu- 
tilate a global vision of the world. The 
development of market relations, at first 
determining and then dissolving the hierar-- 
chic er cemmunitarian relatiens through 
which men's dependence on er ceeperation 
with each other was expressed, never threa~ 
tened this reliance on territoriality, sin= 
ce in fact the formatien ef natien-states 
and the myth ef the fatherland are really 
the direct result ef the develenment ef ca= 
pitalism, While secsrerating beth the li- 
mits and the aspirc'ians ef ear commu 
nities, capital? -~ talls the 2 et 
ef real community but ef the imag: of 3 
community as symbelized in the sickly feti- 
shizing ef natisnal herees and the flag. 
The increasingly impersenal character ef 


relations between men is then accempanied 
by the inventien of cemmunity~as-destiny 
which serves to mask the divisions between 
antagonistic social classes ; this permits 
capitalism to rationalize its domination by 
imposing on its efficials and administra- 
ters - themselves divided by competition on 
the marketplace - a unity correspending to 
the ultimate interests of the State as the 
guardian and manager of secial relatiens in 
general, protecting them against the peten- 
tially cerresive influences ef the market- 
place. 


Despite the fact that the deminatioen of 
capitalism protects itself behind national 
frontiers, it senetheless is dependent on 
the tendency fer market relatiens te spread 
acress the world, and en the imperialist 
drive te conquer, unify and if necessary 
construct markets fer itself. Celonizatien, 
world ware, the develepment ef new poles of 
accuMylation and the censtitutien ef new na- 
tion-states were all stages in this pro- 
cess. In the contemperary era, market ex- 
change tends to make life all over the 
world increasingly uniferm : education, 
city planning, food, information, all be- 
come mere and more similar everywhere. 

What local coler is still safe-guarded 
enly functiens as a kind of commercial 
gadget complementary to the generaliza- 
tion of exchange. On the other hand, na- 
tionalism and xenophobia develop exactely 
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to the degree that man's rootedness in 
and awareness ef his own environment is 
corrependingly degraded and detiorated. 


It's time to dump these old notiens of 
territory, state, nation and fatherland. 
The preblems that humanity faces are glo- 
bal preblems. They can only be resolved by 
the actien of a werld-wide human cemmunity 
tetally shattering all its national and 
international shackles. This presuppeses 
the abolition of nation-states and of mo~ 
ney, the expressions ef competition and 
expleitation. 


With men no lenger held priseners behind 
natienai berders, they would be able to 
travel wherever they wanted, when they 
wanted for hewever long a time they de- 
sired. The only collectivity would then 


be that ef a human community organised ac- 
cording to egalitarian principles, which 
would obviously take the form of particu- 
lar collectivities, but where humanity 
would no lenger wear the nationalist blin- 
ders it wears teday, since it weuld be un- 
derstoed that en the one hand the diffe~- 
rences existing between communities would 
ne lenger amount to obstacles to their o- 
pening onte the outside, and en the other 
that it weuld te possible to jein with and 
participate in such and such community wi- 
thout ene's birthplace acting as an obsta= 
cle to ene's integration inte that commu- 
nity. 


SOCIAL INSECURITY (L'INSECURITE SOCIALE) 


B.P. 243 
75564 PARIS CEDEX 12 
FRANCE 


POURED INTO. THE INDUSTRIAL MOLD 


"The industrial principle of one tnion...excludes, as a matter 
of course, the jellyfish conception of oneness. The oneness of the 
high structure of the human being is a different oneness from that 
of the lower jellyfish. As the structure of the human being implies 
parts and coordination to parts, so does the structure of industrialism, 
a concept born of the higher development of modern society, imply 
divisions and sub-divisions. The field upon which industrialisn 
operates warrants the parallel with a modern army. One though an army 
is, it has its seperate divisions. These are also imperative to the 
Industrial Army - it also has and must have companies, battalions, 
regiments, brigades, divisions." 


Daniel De Leon 


The incustrial setup is the mold into which must be poured the 
molten metal - an awakened classconscious working class. Facts of 
production, therefore, determine the divisions between the Industrial 
Unions and the subdivisions within the Industrial Union. 


Keeping in mind the central principle that the form must be in 
accord with the facts of production, we must first determine the 
external boundaries. The outpyt is the determining factor.” It is 
a union which must also include the unemployed. 


‘In the first place," said De Leon in his presentation, "The 
Burning Question of Trades Unionism," “the trades union has a supreme 
mission. That mission is nothing short of organizing by uniting and 
uniting by organizing the whole working class industrially - not 
merely those for whom there are jobs, accordingly not only those who 
can pay dues." 


7, 
Despite their specialized labor workers help produce the "output" 
which determines the boundaries of their union. 


The industrial union makes possible instantaneous action and 
- solidifies the workers for the great act of backing up the Socialist 
e ballot by taking anc holding the industries of the land. Lastly, 
it organizes the workess into the only human machine capable of 
operating the industries without interruption as the changeover 
takes place and under the Socialist Industrial Republic of Labor. 


Comrade Tom Johncock 


Dear Frank Girard: 
In regard to the references to me in D.B. #15 by you and in 

your use of a quotation from a "response" by Louis lazarus (p.10) 

I feel that I can remain aloof from the discussion no longer. The 

particular issue was referred to me by a Boston comrade for my at- 

tention last week. I should also acknowledge, at this time, that 

D.B. numbers 12 and 13 had been forwarded to me last October by my 
: comrade Sam Leight of Tucson, together with certain pertinent cor- 
respondence relating to a "sheer fabrication" (Lazarus's words) of 
mine in an article some years back (The Western Socialist # 4, 1960). 
The reason that I chose to not respond before this,was simple. Af- 
ter close to a half century of activity in the World Socialist 
Movement I felt that my energies, at this stage of my life, should 
not be used in polemics with other professed socialists--valuable 
as such activity might be. 

However, I cannot let the matter rest now after noting your 
piece in D.B. #15. So, to begin with, I must acknowledge that I 
aid err in that 1960 article (an answer to a defender of the SLP 
who had challenged some of my statements in a previous article on 
that Patty--statements which I further documented from SLP litera- 
ture). The sole error in that article was my inadvertent confus- 
ing of the NEG of the (still non-existent Union) with the NEC of 
the SLP. In fact, I had not noted that the "C" in the Union's 
NEC stood for Council rather than "Committee" and that, no doubt, 
added to my befuddlement. It was, nevertheless, a careless er- 


ror and no “fabrication” on my part. As you yourself point out in 


your response to Sam Leight (D.B.#15, p.10), errors do creep in 


when mss are edited "in a hurry” by amateur writers. For that 
matter, the professionals are good at errors, too. And, in 

fact, you yourself in your letter to Leight dated Oct. 6, 1986, 
presumed that the "Visualized Graph..." leaflet did not really 
exist, that "1t must be the work of a not too acute WSP zealot,” 
etc. Zounds! Can it be that even Frank Gtrard Himself can commit 
the occasional booboo! Frank Girard who describes himself in his 
letter to Com. Leight, referred to above, as "close to being an 
expert on SLP publications..." 

But while I am at it allow me to delve further into my grie- 
vous error. I had taken the reference to the "Visualized Graph..." 
from an earlier and more comprehensive article of mine in WS for 
Juliy-Aug. 1948. I had written, at that time: 

",e+To the S.L.P., industry is an end in itself. The new 
society will be completely centered around production with the 
various union representatives constituting the new Congress and 
the National Executive Committee at the top of the heap. ‘This 
is how it appears in the blueprint they distribute entitled: Vis- 
ualized Graph of Socialist Inddstrial Union. They even describe 
the N.E.C. as the "government of the future.'" 

So, finally, I would like to point out two facts of interest: 
(1) Prior to this response under consideration there had never 
been a challenge to my erroneous sentente in the 1960 piece. We 
invariably took note of errors when brought to our attention and 
mane the necessary corrections at the earliest opport»nity. And 
we always had had a fair number of readers of DeLeonist persua~ 
sion, readers who frequently would involve us in debate in our 
journal. Is it possible that the fact of ther, being no Indus- 
trial Union; the fact that the SLP had not arisen from an Indus- 
trial Union--a seeming contradiction to DeLeonist theory; that 
such facts might have served to befuddle SLP members themselves ’ 
inte confusing National Executive Council with National Execu- 
tive Committee? Especially when the bottom line of the. VISUAL — 
IZED GRAPH leaflet reads: Copyright, 1935, by the National. Erec- 


utive Committee, Socialist Labor Party. (emphasis mine, H/M) 


i) 
(2) None of the other charges and criticisms of the SLP 


made in the two articles in question were ever challenged by DeLeon- 
ists. In fact, not even,as a result of this discussion, by either 
Frank Girard or Louis lazarus, or anybody else in the Group. Why 
not? In the event that any readers of D.B. would like copies of 
those articles I will be happy to oblige. 


Yours for world socialism 
Pfr 


P.S. I just remembered another grievous error that I made in both 
articles. I mis-spelled the name: Arnold Petersen! At least twice! 


109 Tremont St., apt. 417 Harmo. Sin ic 
Brighton, Ma 02135 


Dear Comrades, 


This is to comment on Rd Wizek's article on the John Birch 
Society in the September DB. It eluded Mr. Wizek that the SLP and the 
John Birch Society should have much in common in that both 
organizations rabidly oppose the Soviet Despotism that most people 
unfortunately think is Socialism, the salvation for all useful 
workers. If the SLP at the time of the Russian Revolution had not 
become infatuated with Lenin because he approved of DeLeon's goal and 
spoke highly of his writings, it would have condemned the undemocratic 
party rule that was taking over in that turbulent country. It was 
not till Stalin and Hitler signed a mutual assistance pact in 1939 
that the SLP made a decisive break from hopes that Russia was the 
workers' motherland. 


If the SLP and other DeLeonists in the future are to make clear 
to John Birchers and others what we stand for, we must recognize the 
Soviet Union threat to all decent people and oppose it with our unique 
education. When the SLP advocatess nuclear disarmament or 
non-involvement in Cental America as do Russia lovers and millions of 
others, it helps the Soviet Union achieve military and propaganda 
objectives. It is my belief that new recruits to DeLeonism will come 
in reaction to a capitalist economic crisis that the great Communist 
Manifesto said can't be prevented. Let there be no doubt that we 
DeLeonists are worthy to guide the multitudes who can see no other 
social organization than Democratic Industrial Government. 


Sincerely yours, 
Monroe Prussack 
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DeLeon & Anarchism, Part III: DeLeon's Potential Contribution to a 
Wider Anarchist Theory -~- by Laurens Otter (Continued) 
(The first installment of Comrade Otter's article ended 


with a description of IWW and syndicalist direct action 
tactics used by Ghandians in India.) 


De Leon certainly woula not have considered the possibility that the fobbly 


& sgyndicalist actions used were "propaganda by the deed"; throughout his 
polemics he assumes (whatever his oppoent may have said in explanation) 
that "propaganua by the aeed is identical vith assassination. But let us 


look at the three actions. The first, the refusal to collect fares, - 
which had been usea in Vanadg, Australia & the USA by public transport 
workers, - was specifically designed to overcome the cerennial problem of 


strikes setting the worker as prouucer against the worker 4s consumer. 
It hit the boss where it hurt (his money,) without hitting workers & 
felloy public transport users, Where people insisted oi giving money 


the bus was stopped until the payer left the bus, so that other bus-users 


who became involved in persuading the payer tc leave, made a stand on 
the bus-wvorkers' strug :le and so became involved in it. 

(A development of this tactic in sustralia 
led workers in the canning industry between the most expensive ana the 
cheapest grades of salmon, so that poor worker. and pensioners who could 
not afford the expensive grades might be able to share the better focd. 
This of course was a form of sabotage & so doubly anathema to Sustralian 
Petersenite—De Leonists. Obviously in this form - unlike the transport 
workers -— there was no propagandist value in the action.) 


*he second, the lightening strike, when 
used - first to gain union recognition, later to improve pay and hours, 
- by the French cooks in London, took the for, that at the height of 
the lunch-hour in expensive restuarants in the "City" (the commercial 
& insurance centre of 4ondon) ali fone cooks in a number of re tuarant 
simultaneously stoppea work, (allowe#©®food in pens and ovens to burn 
where apprcpriate,) and announced that there would be no tooa served until 
their demands were granted; and that they yere staying in situ so that 
ee coulu take over their work. Their demands vere granted very 

apidly. ; 

The third, use Hoes 8h 8, prevent the 

delivery of raw materials to factories; was obviously open to the flaw 
that the police could and would bresk their ovyn lay and prevent people 
crossing the pedestrian crossings; but it meant that the police had to 
be ready to be seen to so do, vithout good reason, & helped make nonsense 
of the normal attempts to put all blame on the strikers, so that it did 
serve a propagandist role, 


One can appreciate thst even vhere the means ol coercion/persuasion are 


entirely non-violent that there is scsill a danger cf small groupings 


imposing tnieir will on the many; ana tnt, validly, De on sould have \. 
» 
o 


his influence on tue committee of LOC, despite belovging to tne earlier 
& smaller Direct action Commitcee & Non-Violent Kesiggance Group, All Xe1iy 
never quite sheu discugiet about such direct action. )] But it is worth 
pointing out that in each case vhere such actions have been significant: 


evince: an element of aistrust about smsll group NVDA, (Indeed pee: 


m 


wr 


Indians in South Africa resisting white raci:t laws, 21 
Indians in India resisting, Imperialism 
Untouchable Indians in [ndis resi sting’ Brehming : 
landless jobless peasants in southern Italy & pieily 
seeking a means of lLivelihooa, 
the 1250s strigzles of the blacks dn South Africa (& 35,°, Afmiea), 
the blacks in tne Us4é, 
anti-militarist struggles, (anti-imperislist ditto,,) 
the Latin-sAmericans in the USA, 
the Amer-Indians in the USA & Brazil, 
the civil rights moverent in Ulster; 


the action has either been by 2 largely unenfranchised majority, or by an 
artifically create. minority; (the gerry-mandereu partition otf JTrelard was 
intendea to ensure tnst Catholics will remain for 411 time a minority in 
tne Six Counties, wukixmikitaxask struggles by the anti-militarist minor- 
ities vithnin metropoliten @s by unti-imperislist minorities) are only in 
those metropolitan countries minority actions, their governments pursue 
policies vita a direct influence on other nations, which, however ants- 
soci list, nevertheless do not @nless in the hands of a puocpet regime)) 
endorse the militarist and imperialist policies of the treat Powers.) 


The reasons therefore that De Leon's successors have chosen to dismiss such 
acts have not 3ccordeda with vhat De Leon meunt by those reasons when he 
used then. 


Turning to Ve Leon's attempts to ensure thst the industrial unionist movement 
excluse all non-SLP members, one must distinguish two distinct atéisudes; 
feewss cue cthing to wish :to exckudacalk«reformises< (and when the/ Preface 
to socialist xeconstruction quoted Vincent St John, suggesting that he had 
in two years altered his position, it vas because it had failed to make 
this aistinction. ; 

| aa $e SPAT beeR, exclude all reformists, all 

those who were not dedicated to the aim of revolutionary industrial 

unionism, all those who were not dedicated to displacing capitalist 
society and replacing it vith an industrial union commonwealth, even 

~ perhaps ~ all those who retained a belief in state socialism; i.e. 

to have proposed exclusions on stated grounds of incompatibility. 


It was quite a different thing (if, for the sake 
of argument, I may speak as if the IW/ account is unchallenged,) to 
attempt to interpret the constitution so that the committment to polit- 
ical action shoule be taken to mean exclusively action in support of the 
SLP, which was a minority faction within the union as an whole. 


Naturally any revolutionary union orgsnization has to tread a narrow path 
between a quasi-vanguserdist rigidity, end a laxity which voulu allow a 
loss ci ccommitment by the rank & file and 3 consequent growth of bureau 
cracy and degeneration into mere trade unionism. Although the Wobbly 
activists had voted to exclude refamists in the nast and vould take meas- 
ures to so do azain, may nevertheless have so reacted against what they 
thought was a purely orsaniz tional coup to gain control, b¥ that they may 
apparently have embraced a "liberalistic" rhetoric, that had it been mat- 
ched in action; vould have allowed all & sundry to join, 

Just as though De Leon 
had bean in 1905 prepared without qualification to join in an union numer- 
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ically uominatea by members of a rival socialist party, anu embracing anar- 
chists vhose motives ano sctions he had (intentionally or otherwise) misre- 
presentea only four years before, & must therefore, in fact, have seen the 
merit in SIUism as an "united front at the point of production", he may 
well have been’ piqued by a comparatively minor disagreement into making 
demands to tighten the organization vhich were not interded as_a coup but 
were inevitably so int-rpretted. But he had himself described the IN 
as tie workers! republic in embryo, & talked of it as tne proper sphere 

for workers' political debate, a definition which pre-sunposes the possib- 

ility of serious disagreements vithout that meaning that one or other ; 

party to the di agreement had ceased to be revolutionary. Why then after 

only three years & dii he reject the possibility of such debate? & mw the 

value o1 such an unitea front? We will never Kno; unfortunately. 


It is possible that "As co Politics" provises 3 clue to tas wobbly Spleiite, 
ig may be that De L.on feared tiat anti-political views were gaining currency z 
not just in the iWW but emongst tnose vzho had previously been associated ‘ 
with (if not sctually members of) the SLP, That he felt it necessary, for 
the sake cf the SLP's unity to combst thois development; feared that he 
could not do with this, while the 5LP continued to play # role in the united 
front o1 the iWW¥, & so therefore (consciously or unconsciously) provoked a 
S:lit knowing that it voula produce bitterness on both siues and end comm 
unication between the to. 


It i» interesting, incidentally, that at the foundation De Leon had accepted 
the clause "without afliliation with any political party" in toe Iwi 
Preamble. That he made no great objection to tiis being changed to "the 
IWv does not vish to endorse or be endorsed by any political party That 
moreover he himself moved the rule that no oz:ginizer of any party might be 
an organizer of the IW¥, (though perhaps this vas uukanateat as much moved 
in the knowledge that since the majority of the IV membership were in the 
SPA it woula exclude Debs, than be self-denying on De Leon's part.) 


Curiously be Leon's answer to Sandgren made no mention of the fact that Sand- 
gren hid listed the professional class wvitn the capitalists rather than as 
"workers by brain", No doubt the majority of the professional class, 
subjectively, do see themselves as aligned with tre capitalists, but one z 
nould have expected De Leon to argue tuat they certainly can be von to the 
revolution. ) 


But more import nt twat is that it is not only # Sandgren vho confused the 
ballot with political action; firstly for Ye Leon totally ignores anar- 
chist groups which engage in 311 the propaganda sand agitation in which 
socialist parties engage; 

secondly because he denied that the union 2 
can engage in propaganda and agitation on its own behalf, anu that being 
an union on the IWvW model, that that ‘its ovn behalf’ can include the aim 
of the social general strike; 

"political agitation enables the revo.ution 
to be preached in the open, & the:eby enables the revolution to be brought 
before the million-masses", both before and after 1908 the IW! engaged in 
political agitation arguing the need for a ch nge in society and that the 
union should be the vehicle for such change, & it is De Leon — why by ig- 
noring this fact - mde the greater confusion betveen politic:s and the 
ballot. No doubt, to the extent that the IW was an united front, there 


De 

"ay 

- b 
is 


Tc om 
WB 
at 


7B 
cs to vhat it could say in its political agitationpropagandse; & 
mere vas much that woulc have to te left to the constituent 
F to tnis extent there was certainly still a role for the 
Ne Se 220 nc monotpoly of political avitat.on. 


for comes EXEM over, even more clearly, in the amswer to La Bille: 
SBS c3n pre ch revoluticn without having to do so underground" 

= Lion is sayinz that is i: illegil (@r likely to be so made)) to 

Foz ststention from the vote, arguing the socialist case as a 
© so doing, & that sccialists shoula (ff this be tne case) coward 
= this fact and adapt their approach to meet the law; & I for one 
lieve this of him, then tne passage only makes gense if sain 

311 disavowals - he is equating politicsl action sith the ballot.) 
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che answer to Wagner and Vasilio less confused. Though (inter alia) 
vax 


"a revolutionary or: nization of t.e working class that aims at the 
overthro,. of tne capitalist system & the estabulishmext of the 
cooperstive commonwealth is essentislly political in character 
- & such is the I%, as Comrade De Leon himself atly proved in his 
Chicago sceech on Sept. 12, 1906" (my emphasis) 


"In the first place it (political party activity) is an incessant 
criticism of the actual s stem of society based on the private 
omership of the means of life, for which it intends to substitute 
another systen, based on tne social or collestive ownership of 
tnose means - tue covperative communwealth" - Ehen in 
as length through the bulk cf the pamphlet that chee ae a eepte eet 
function can te as vell done by the IW, as by tue  OLP. 


Leon replies, ~ as f they have not even considered who is to do this, - 
ow do you expect to recruit and organize your Industrial army if you 
egin by rejecting the peacetul method of solving the Social Question, 

o wit, the political method?" 


ould have been sn arguable case for Ye Leon to have claimed that a party 
S$ better fittea than an CBU to perform the propagendist/agitational/educ-— 
ional tasks, provided that he had produced reasons for claiming this, 


had he se done, even those who disagreed would have respected the argument, 
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t faced as they were by a blank refusal tox consider what they were 
tually saying ani constant misrepresentation (intent.cnul or otherwise) 
wonder that the debate became bitter. 


t was all that he dia instance by way of an argument, (ana heving assert~ 
it, he provides nothing more in the vay of supporting argument than to 
peat it three paragraphs further ong, remarking cn the way that "a simple 

nial of this corclusion does not refute a conclusion drawn from the 


irrefutable historic:1 exnerience from hich the conclusion flows" but 


no 
or 


t deigning to give any chsipter and verse as to the historical experience, 
to show the stages in the logic that lead to the deduction for this 


remarkably tautologous, yet meaningless asserticn:) 


"hy removing tie political clause from the preamble of the IVs & re- 
taining the 'take & hold’ clause, then the IV: would have to degenerate 
into a conspiracy" 
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Why? Obviously tne ansver will depend on the definition of a couspiracy, & 
certainly there may be definitions that aid Ye Leon. Indeed in two British 
cases in the la:t quarter of 3 century, (one brouzht against anti-militar- 
ists, the other usainst anti-fascists,)} the judges ruled respectively: 

"There is no need for a conspiracy to have taken place for the 
conspirators ever to have met, or corresponded ~ yhether by letter, 
or by woru of mouth (over the telephone) - or in any other vay 
communicated, nor is any element of secrecy essential to 3a conspiracy’ 


"Dhe allevation that a criminal conspiracy has taken place does not 
Stana or fall on the xamuk¥ illegality or otherwise of the action 
whose planning is alleged to constitute conspiracy". 


Np doubt if those constitute a definition of a conspiracy the IW! has - 
Since tn: split & ittdeed before it - constituted a conspiracy. But De 
Leon, despite his profesS.orship in law, nowhere says in what way that the 
IWv would (any more than the oLP) have to constitute a conspiracy (merely 
because the one spent time campaigning on the ballot and the other ddd not. 


Une is torced to the conzclusion that for ali his effort fa (in the answer 
to sandgren) in distinguishing that part of politicsl activity that is 
concerned with the ballot from the constructimgve Ten be LARA co RI EAS that 
he dces in fact confuse them himself, in that he allegey tnat any polit— 
ical activity other than that aimed at the ballot is conspiratorial. 


(Note: "As to Politics," the reprint of an exchange between anti- 

political IWW members and DeLeon--the pamphlet Com. Otter is dis- 

cussing above--can be obtained for 75¢ postpaid from the SLP publish- 

er, New York Labor News, 914 Industrial Ave., Palo Alto, CA 94303) 
(To be concluded) 
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